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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-ARARA Comments Responses 

NGO-
AARA  -1 

NGO-AARA-1:  
Based on public comments, review with cooperating agencies, review 
of laws, policy, and guidance applicable to BLM, plus District Man-
agement and staff review the Geology sections has been revised in the 
Final RMP/FEIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-ASPCA Comments Responses 

NGO-
ASPCA-1 

NGO-ASPCA-2 

NGO-ASPCA-3 

NGO-ASPCA-4 

NGO-ASPCA-5 

NGO-ASPCA-6 

NGO-ASPCA-7 

NGO-ASPCA-8 

NGO-ASPCA-9 

NGO-ASPCA 

The BLM received approximately 26,304 form letters listing comments iden-
tified in NGO-ASPCA. The BLM therefore considers the responses to this 
form letter as applicable to all form letters received listing the same com-
ments.  It should be noted the form generated by the ASPCA allowed submit-
ters to add additional comments.  Added comments on the form ranged from 
concern over the ranching/mining industry and development, concern over 
how horses are treated during gathering operations, the desire to protect hors-
es and burros as part of our national  treasure, to be kind to the wild horses, 
and to leave them alone.  Many of the added comments were in disagreement 
with the BLM and its Wild Horse and Burro program and the use of tax dol-
lars to gather the animals. 

The BLM manages public lands for multiple uses, one of which is for wild 
horses and burros (WH&B). The appropriate management levels for WH&B 
were set in conjunction with the animal unit months (AUMs) for livestock 
grazing and wildlife. The appropriate management levels (AMLs) were set to 
achieve a thriving natural ecological balance on the public lands. 

The BLM complies with the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 
1971 and uses the most humane tools during gathering; 43 CFR, Part 4740.1, 
states that “motor vehicles and aircraft may be used by the authorized officer 
in all phases of the administration of the Act, except that no motor vehicle or 
aircraft, other than helicopter, shall be used for 
the purpose of herding or chasing wild horses or burros for capture or de-
struction. All such use shall be conducted in a humane manner.” 

NGO-ASPCA-1: See above.  BLM is mandated to manage WH&B in ac-
cordance with the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971. 

NGO-ASPCA-2: There are no designated wild horse and burros areas.  
HMAs are areas where burros and wild horses were found in 1971 that we 
manage for horses but not exclusively.   Alternative C-LG 1—option 2 pro-
poses elimination of livestock grazing throughout the WD. 

NGO-ASPCA-3: The RMP analyzes minor adjustments to proposed 
levels of livestock grazing and a no livestock grazing option. The 
Federal Land Management and Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the 
BLM administered land be managed for multiple uses. Livestock grazing 
and WH&B are both uses authorized to occur on BLM administered land.  

- continued next page... 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-ASPCA Comments Responses 

NGO-ASPCA-

Cont-d 

NGO-ASPCA-3: Continued 
The RMP analyzes several proposed levels of livestock grazing, up to 
and including elimination of livestock grazing.  The BLM has revisited 
the WH&B management actions and environmental analysis for the final 
RMP/FEIS. 

NGO-ASPCA-4: The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B 
shall be determined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring 
data and following a site-specific environmental analysis decision process. 
Forage for WH&B (AUMs) is allocated based on the AML upper limit. 

NGO-ASPCA-5: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are ad-
dressed at the site specific or allotment level. 

NGO-ASPCA-6:  This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and 
through properly managed livestock grazing. 

NGO-ASPCA-7:  Management of big game species and populations are 
under the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and 
is outside the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and 
Legislative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW 
in the management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use mandate, 
the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of public land re-
sources. 

NGO-ASPCA-8: Alternatives A, B, and D allow use of birth control 
methods for WH&B, including PZP. 

NGO-ASPCA-9:  Comment noted. 

NGO-ASPCA-10:  Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential com-
ponents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be pre-
sent within the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B pop-
ulations and healthy rangelands over the long term. If they are not present 
in sufficient amounts, the authorized officer should consider amending or 
revising the LUP to remove the area’s designation as an HMA. If the deci-
sion is made to return a designated HMA to HA status, the total population 
of WH&B should then be gathered and removed. See BLM Manual Sec-
tion 4710.3.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-AWHPC Comments Responses 

NGO-
AWHPC-1 

NGO-AWHPC-1:
 
When the BLM applies for water rights for WH&B, the NV State Engi-
neer generally will not allow water for more horses than are described
 
by AMLs.
 

The BLM does aim to preserve riparian areas, however development of 

springs and diversion of at least some water away from the riparian area 

for other uses must be an option in order to support multiple uses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
NGO-AWHPC Comments 

NGO-
AWHPC-1 
Cont-d. 

NGO-
AWHPC-2 

NGO-
AWHPC-3 

Responses 

NGO-AWHPC-2:
 
 Addressed by Alternative A WHB 1. 


	 Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential components: forage, 
water, cover, and space. These components must be present within the 
HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations and 
healthy rangelands over the long term. If they are not present in suffi-
cient amounts, the authorized officer should consider amending or revis-
ing the LUP to remove the area‘s designation as an HMA. The areas that 
have not been designated as HMAs lack one of the 4 components, space, 
is comprised of checkerboard lands, of which BLM has no authority to 
manage WH&B on private lands. 

	 Addressed by WHB 1.3 and 2.1. 

 Comment noted. 

 A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed, see WHB 1.2.
 

	 Fencing is addressed in WHB 2 et seq. 

	 Checkerboard lands are those that those that have public land intermin-
gled with private lands in a checkerboard pattern.  The BLM has no au-
thority to manage WH&B on private lands and therefore the HAs within 
these areas will continue in this status. 

	 See response to second bullet above. 
	 Before issuing a decision to gather and remove animals, the authorized 

officer shall first determine whether excess WH&B are present and re-
quire immediate removal. In making this determination, the authorized 
officer shall analyze grazing utilization and distribution, trend in range 
ecological condition, actual use, climate (weather) data, current popula-
tion inventory, wild horses and burros located outside the HMA in areas 
not designated for their long-term maintenance and other factors such as 
the results of land health assessments which demonstrate removal is 
needed to restore or maintain the range in a TNEB. 

NGO-AWHPC-3: Comment noted 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-AWHPC Comments Responses 

NGO-
AWHPC-4

 A.

 B. 

C. 

D.
 E. 

F.

 G.
 H.

 I.
 J. 

K. 

NGO-
AWHPC-5 

NGO-AWHPC-4: 
A —C and E:  The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands 
to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Poli-
cy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed 
for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized 
to occur on BLM administered land. 

D and F:  The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B shall be 
determined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring data and 
following a site-specific environmental analysis decision process. 

For-age for WH&B (AUMs) is allocated based on the AML upper limit. 

G: This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and through properly 
managed livestock grazing. 

H:  Management of big game species and populations are under the juris-
diction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is outside the 
scope of this analysis . See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and Legislative 
Constraints #3. The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW in the man-
agement of big game habitat. Under a multiple-use mandate, the BLM 
strives to achieve a balanced management of public land resources. 

I: Alternatives A, B, and D allow use of birth control methods for 
WH&B, including PZP. 

J and K: Comment noted. 

NGO-AWHPC-5: See Action D-LG 1.3.1 and Action D-WHB 1.10.  The 
Taylor Grazing Act authorized the use of rangelands to livestock grazing, 
the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and provided protection 
for WH&B.  The Federal Land Management and Policy Act (FLPMA) 
mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for multiple uses.  
Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized to occur on BLM 
administered land.  The RMP analyzes several proposed levels of live-
stock grazing, up to and including elimination of livestock grazing. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-AWHPC Comments Responses 
NGO-
AWHPC-5 
Cont-d. 

NGO-
AWHPC-6 

NGO-
AWHPC-7 

NGO-
AWHPC-8 

Comments noted.
 

NGO-AWHPC-6:
 
Comments noted.
 

NGO-AWHPC-7:
 
This action is an implementation level decision, not an RMP level deci-
sion.  During the implementation level planning process a separate
 
public involvement and NEPA analysis would be conducted.
 

NGO-AWHPC-8:
 
BLM has revisited management actions and environmental analysis
 
applicable to WH&B management in the FEIS/RMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-AWHPC Comments 
NGO-
AWHPC-8 

NGO-
AWHPC-9 

NGO-
AWHPC-10 

Responses 

NGO-AWHPC-8: 
Comment noted. 
NGO-AWHPC-9: Data related to impacts of WH&B vs. cattle can be 
interpreted to show greater impacts from either animal. The BLM relies 
on current science as well as professional experience to help determine 
management options.  This section will be re-visited in the FEIS/RMP.   
BLM reviewed and considered the attached literature; however, it is not 
included in this appendix.  To view these documents contact the Winne-
mucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-mail at 
wfoweb@blm.gov. 

NGO-AWHPC-10: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of range-
lands to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established 
HMAs and provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Manage-
ment and Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land 
be managed for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both 
uses authorized to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes 
several proposed levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimina-
tion of livestock grazing 

Non-Government Organizations - 9 

mailto:wfoweb@blm.gov


  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-AWI Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-AWI Comments Responses 

NGO-AWI-1

NGO-AWI-2

NGO-AWI-3

NGO-AWI-4

NGO-AWI-1:  
MUDs are multiple use decisions, they look at all the users of the vege-
tation: wildlife, wild horses, burros, and livestock.  In accordance with 
H-4700-1, "An interdisciplinary and site-specific environmental analysis 
and decision process (NEPA) with public involvement is required to 
establish or adjust AML. 

NGO-AWI-2: 
Outside the scope of this RMP.  Providing schedules for multiple use 
decisions are outside the scope of the RMP analysis. They are complet-
ed on a case-by-case basis with opportunity for public involvement 
along with separate NEPA analysis.  

NGO-AWI-3:  
Action WHB 1.8.1 allows for conversion of HMAs back to HAs in ac-
cordance with the Wild Horse & Burro Act where it has been deter-
mined that these areas do not provide adequate habitat to support 
healthy populations of wild horses or burros.  Horse gathers are imple-
mentation decisions based on monitoring and population counts and 
would require separate public involvement and NEPA analysis. 

NGO-AWI-4: Refer to Action D-WHB 1.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-AWI Comments Responses 

NGO-AWI-4  
Cont  -d 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-AWI-5  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-AWI-6  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-AWI-7  

NGO-AWI-5: 

Refer to Chapter 4, Wild Horses and Burros.
 

Action WHB 1.2 allows for adjusting HMA boundaries to existing fenc-
es or topological barriers.  This helps facilitate management of WH&Bs 

within these areas. 


NGO-AWI-6: 

Refer to Chapter 4, Wild Horses and Burros.
 

H-4700-1, Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential compo-
nents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be pre-
sent within the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B
 
populations and healthy rangelands over the long term. If they are not 

present in sufficient amounts, the authorized officer should consider
 
amending or revising the LUP to remove the area‘s designation as an
 
HMA. If the decision is made to return a designated HMA to HA status,
 
the total population of WH&B should then be gathered and removed.
 
See BLM Manual Section 4710.3. 


A recurring pattern of WH&B movement out of the HMA to access
 
forage, water, or thermal or hiding cover is an indication that year-long
 
WH&B use cannot be sustained. If one or more of the key habitat com-
ponents is missing, the HMA should be considered as unsuitable for 

year-long use. In these situations, the authorized officer should consider 

removing the area’s designation as an HMA through LUP. An exception 

would be two or more HMAs which adjoin and are managed as a com-
plex of HMAs, or HMAs which adjoin USFS WHTs that can be man-
aged as a complex. 


Action WHB 1.2 allows for adjusting HMA boundaries to existing fenc-
es or topological barriers.  This helps facilitate management of WH&Bs 

within these areas. 


NGO-AWI-7: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to rely to 

the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their resources 

and other values.  Alternatives were developed using existing available
 
data.
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-AWI Comments Responses 

NGO-AWI-7  
Cont  -d 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Bristlecone Alliance Comments Responses 

NGO-Bristlecone  
  Alliance - 1 
 

NGO-Bristlecone  
  Alliance - 2 

NGO-Bristlecone  
  Alliance - 3 

NGO-Bristlecone Alliance - 1: 

The Citizens Proposal put forward by the Pershing County Checkerboard 

Lands Committee for Wilderness Characteristics Inventory has been
 
adopted by this RMP.  This Citizens Group and the BLM determined that 

the Lava Beds did not meet the criteria for Wilderness Characteristics. 


NGO-Bristlecone Alliance - 2: 

The BLM has developed a range of alternatives for managing areas with
 
wilderness characteristics.  Please see Action C-WSA 2.1 and Maps
 
showing VRM and disposal/retention for all alternatives. 


NGO-Bristlecone Alliance –3: 
All WSAs in the District are managed under H-8550-1 Interim Manage-
ment Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review (IMP). The IMP limits 
mechanized travel, with certain exceptions, to designated routes. Changes 
to existing signage and maps will be addressed through the subsequent 
Transportation & Travel Management Planning process. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNWC Comments Responses 

NGO-CNWC-1: The Citizens Proposal put forward by the Pershing NGO-
CNWC-1  County Checkerboard Lands Committee for Wilderness Characteris-

tics Inventory has been adopted by this RMP.  This Citizens Group 
and the BLM determined that the Lava Beds did not meet the criteria 
for Wilderness Characteristics. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNWC Comments 
NGO-
CNWC-2 

NGO-
CNWC-3 

NGO-
CNWC-4 

NGO-
CNWC-5 

NGO-
CNWC-6 

NGO-
CNWC-7 

Responses 

NGO-CNWC-2: Lands with Wilderness Characteristics are identified 
and addressed at D-WSA 2 and D-WSA 2.1. 

NGO-CNWC-3: Lands proposed suitable for retention are identified 
in Figure 2-66.  OHV Travel designations are provided in Figures 2-
53. Rights of way exclusion areas are located in Figure 2-62. 

NGO-CNWC-4: Designation of routes and signage will be further ad-
dressed and brought forward in the subsequent Transportation and Trav-
el Management Planning process. See D-R-10.2. Acquiring inholdings 
are addressed in LR 4.1.2 (4). 

NGO-CNWC-5:  The BLM has conducted additional analysis for cli-
mate change in the FEIS. See Chapter 3 Air Quality. This analysis in-
cludes greenhouse gases, major economic sectors contributing to emis-
sions that are subject to BLM land use management practices, global 
mean temperature changes and future trends.  Wildlife priority habitat 
areas, management of priority watersheds, lands and realty exclusion 
and avoidance areas all contain use restrictions which would protect 
wildlife habitat and populations. See figures 2-5, 2-1, 2-62, 2-60.  

NGO-CNWC-6: Refer to objective B, C and D-R 1. 

NGO-CNWC-7: This will be further addressed and brought forward in 
the subsequent Transportation and Travel Management Planning pro-
cess. See D-R-10.2 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO- 
CTVA-1  

NGO- 
CTVA-2  

NGO- 
CTVA-3  

NGO- 
CTVA-4  

NGO-CTVA-1:  BLM is required under FLPMA to manage the public 
lands for multiple uses.  BLM has developed a range of alternatives ap-
plicable to OHV use.  Refer to recreation alternatives starting on page 
185 of the Draft RMP/EIS.  Alternatives were developed using existing 
available data.  Although alternatives were developed in collaboration 
with the RAC subgroup, public outreach has been extensive and contrib-
uted to the development of the planning issues and RMP Alternatives. 

NGO-CTVA-2:  BLM has developed a range of alternatives with respect 
to OHV use designations as open, limited or closed (see Action R 10.1 
and Figures 2-50 through 2-53).  Specific designations for OHV use, and 
alternatives thereof, will be addressed during the Travel and Transporta-
tion Management Plan process. 

With respect to cumulative effects, the BLM has complied with require-
ments of NEPA by analyzing direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts for 
a full range of management alternatives, including opportunities for mo-
torized recreation (refer to section 4.1.3).  BLM considered past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the analysis.  Refer to Table 
2-3 Proposed Goals, Objectives and Actions per Alternative [Sustainable 
Development] and 4.1.1 Analytical Assumptions, p 4-1 of the Draft. 
The FEIS/RMP will reflect additional analysis in the cumulative impacts 
section. 

NGO-CTVA-3:  See response to NGO-CTVA-1 

NGO-CTVA-4: Not applicable to the Winnemucca District RMP. 

Non-Government Organizations - 18 



Non-Government Organi zations - 19 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments 

NGO-
CTVA-5 

NGO-CTVA-
6 

NGO-
CTVA-7 

NGO-CTVA-
8 

Responses 

NGO-CTVA-5:  See response to NGO-CTVA-1. 

NGO-CTVA-6: Baseline data will be evaluated and addressed during the 
subsequent Transportation & Travel Management Planning processes. 

NGO-CTVA-7:  The Travel and Transportation Management Plan will 
include its own NEPA process and public involvement.  Issues, such as the 
needs of motorized recreationists, can be addressed at this time.  Regarding 
recreational opportunities, BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  
Refer to recreation alternatives starting on page 185 of the Draft RMP/EIS.  
Alternatives were developed using existing available data.  Although alter-
natives were developed in collaboration with the RAC subgroup, public 
outreach has been extensive and contributed to the development of the 
planning issues and RMP Alternatives.   

NGO-CTVA-8:
 
1) The needs of motorized recreationist & the cumulative effects of road 

closures are the types of issues addresses in a Travel and Transportation Man-
agement Plan. 

2) The concern addressed within this comment (“An adequate and fair evalu-
ation of . . . all existing routes including those meeting National OHV Rule 

guidelines and currently closed routes“) are the type of issues that are ad-
dresses in a Travel and Transportation Management Plan.  

3) The concern addressed within this comment (“The current imbalance of 

non-motorized to motorized trail“) is the type of issue that is addresses in a 

Travel and Transportation Management Plan. 


These levels of activity planning (1-3) will be taking place after the Resource 

Management Plan is in place, and it is conducted in a manner consistent with 

the NEPA Environmental Assessment processes. 


4) Recreation is promoted to varying extents in each of the Alternatives of 

the proposed RMP. 

5) Comment noted. 




  

 

 

 

  
  

 
  

  
  

  

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-9 

NGO-CTVA-
10 

NGO-CTVA—9:
 
Impacts of OHV designations are addressed in Chapter 4 and will be fur-
ther addressed & brought forward in the subsequent Transportation &
 
Travel Management Planning processes.
 

NGO-CTVA-10: 

Creation of OHV trails, routes and loops will be further addressed & 

brought forward in the subsequent Transportation & Travel Manage-
ment Planning processes.
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

Non-Government Organizations - 21 




  

 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-11 

NGO-CTVA-11:  

These issues will be addressed & brought forward in the subsequent
 
Transportation & Travel Management Planning processes.
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
– 12 

NGO-CTVA 
-13 

NGO-CTVA-12: 

The Winnemucca District is currently in the process of collecting data to 

be used for the Transportation and Travel Management Plan process.
 

NGO-CTVA-13:  The BLM has conducted additional analysis for climate 

change in the FEIS. See Chapter 3 – Air Quality. This analysis includes 

greenhouse gases, major economic sectors contributing to emissions that
 
are subject to BLM land use management practices, global mean temper-
ature changes and future trends. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA
– 14 NGO-CTVA-14: Impacts of OHV use on air quality addressed in sec-

tion 4.2.1 Effects from Recreation, Visitor Outreach, and Services 
Management. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-
CTVA-15 
 

GO-CTVA-16N

NGO-CTVA-15: Impact of OHV use designations addressed in Chapter 
4.  Public access issues will be addressed through the Transportation and 
Management Plan process. 

NGO-CTVA-16: These issues will be addressed & brought forward in 
the subsequent Transportation & Travel Management Planning process-
es that will be analyzed under NEPA regulations which includes public 
involvement. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
17 

-

-

NGO-CTVA
18 

NGO-CTVA
19 

NGO-CTVA-17: 
The BLM, WD affords opportunity for the public to review and comment 
on environmental documents.  Documents are available through the Dis-
trict’s NEPA web page at:  http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/ 
blm_information/nepa0.html.   WD has recently made documents availa-
ble through the national NEPA register as well:  https://www.blm.gov/epl 
-front-office/eplanning/nepa/nepa_register.do 

NGO-CTVA-18:  Recreation is addressed in the Recreation, Visitor Out-
reach and Service Section Table 2-1. 

NGO-CTVA-19: 
The Travel and Transportation Management Plan will present various 
alternatives and will undergo a separate analysis under NEPA.  The suffi-
ciency of route inventory data will be addressed at that time. See D-R-
10.2 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 20 

NGO-CTVA-
 21 

NGO-CTVA-
 22 

NGO-CTVA-20: 

This will be addressed & brought forward in the subsequent Transporta-
tion & Travel Management Planning processes, discussed in management
 
action R 10.x. See D-R-10.2.  


NGO-CTVA-21: 

See alternative  D-R 10.1, 10.2 and 10.3.  Alternative A addresses 

current management.  Alternative B proposes the most acres open to 

OHV use (1,460,200 acres).
 

NGO-CTVA-22: 

See alternative D-R 8.1.2.  The Winnemucca SRMA includes Water Can-
yon, Bloody Shins and Sand Dunes, all of which provide OHV opportuni-
ties. Future need of recreational opportunities has been considered.  Refer 

to Methods and Assumptions for section 4.3.3 (Impacts to Recreation and 

Facilities). The Transportation and Travel Management will address 

many of these issues.  Through that process, BLM will explore opportuni-
ties for cooperative agreements. See D-R-10.2.  


Route signage, mapping, maintenance, cooperative agreements and fund-
ing will be addressed in the Travel and Transportation Management Plan 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-23 

NGO-CTVA-23: 
Effects of OHV designation on recreation are addressed in Section 4.3.3 
and will be further addressed & brought forward in the subsequent Trans-
portation & Travel Management Planning processes.  This will also ad-
dress the impacts of lost opportunities for the motorized recreationists. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-24:  See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 
NGO-CTVA 
-24 

NGO-CTVA-25: The Transportation and Travel Management Plan will NGO-CTVA
 
-25 
 provide a range of alternatives of route designations, analyze the impacts 

of those alternatives, and identify mitigation. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA
-26 

NGO-CTVA
-27 

NGO-CTVA
-28 

NGO-CTVA
-29 

NGO-CTVA
-30 

NGO-CTVA-26:  See response NGO-CTVA-25. 

NGO-CTVA-27:  FLPMA mandates that the BLM administered land be 
managed for multiple uses. 

NGO-CTVA-28:  BLM has complied with CEQ direction to encourage 
and facilitate public involvement.  (40 CFR 1500.2(d) and 40 CFR 
1506.6). Public outreach has been extensive.  The Notice of Intent and 
Notice of Availability were published in the Federal Register on March 
25, 2005 and June 25, 2010, respectively.  Over 1600 individuals and 
organizations were sent RMP newsletters. Newspaper advertisements 
and news releases were published in local newspapers.  In addition four 
public open houses were held during the scoping process and for the 
comment period of the draft RMP/EIS.  The subsequent Transportation 
and Travel Management Plan will also be subject to CEQ directions for 
public involvement.  

NGO-CTVA-29:  Monitoring will be further addressed in the Transpor-
tation and Travel Management Plan. 

NGO-CTVA-30:  Impacts of OHV designations on socio-economic 
values has been addressed in section 4.5.3 and will be further analyzed 
in the Transportation and Travel Management Plan. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA NGO-CTVA-31:  See response to NGO-CTVA-25. -31 

NGO-CTVA-32: Existing management was analyzed under Alternative NGO-CTVA A.  The referenced attached letter/pages (comments #43 and 47) were -32 not attached. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-33 

NGO-CTVA 
-34 

NGO-CTVA 
-35 

NGO-CTVA-33:  Route signage, mapping, maintenance, cooperative 
agreements and funding will be addressed in the Travel and Transporta-
tion Management Plan 

NGO-CTVA-34:  The Transportation and Travel Management Plan will 
address existing routes.  

NGO-CTVA-35:  See response to NGO-CTVA-28. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-36:  See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 

NGO-CTVA 
-36 

NGO-CTVA-37:  The Analysis of Management Situation (2005) pre-NGO-CTVA pared for the RMP provided baseline data for recreation visitation, -37 trends in visitation, etc.  OHV use and forecasted use was also ad-
dressed.  OHV use is also addressed in Section 3.3.3 of the RMP.  Data 
is continuously being collected that will serve to meet the needs of the 
forthcoming Transportation and Travel Management Plan. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
NGO-CTVA-

NGO-CTVA-38:  Outside scope of this RMP . 38 

NGO-CTVA
 39 

- NGO-CTVA-39:   Analysis in Chapter 4 addresses impacts of OHV 
designations. Further impacts of designating routes and trails will be 
analyzed through the Transportation and Travel Management Plan pro-
cess. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-41 

NGO-CTVA-
 40 NGO-CTVA-40  See response to NGO-CTVA-25.
 

NGO-CTVA-41: 

See proposed action D-R 10.2 and D-R 10.3
 

The Transportation and Travel Management Plan will be required to be
 
in conformance with all applicable federally established regulations and
 
policy governing OHV management on public lands.
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTV
-42  

NGO-CTVA-42: 

Route and trail designations will be further addressed & brought forward 

in the subsequent Transportation & Travel Management Planning pro-
cesses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 43 

NGO-CTVA-
 44 

NGO-CTVA-43:  See responses to NGO-CTVA-I and NGO-CTVA-2 

NGO-CTVA-44:  See responses to NGO-CTVA-25 and NGO-CTVA-28 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 45 

NGO-CTVA-45:  See responses to NGO-CTVA-25 and NGO-CTVA-
28. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 46 

NGO-CTVA-
 47 

NGO-CTVA-
 48 

NGO-CTVA-46:  See response to NGO-CTVA-1. 

NGO-CTVA-47: A separate Travel and Transportation Management 
Plan will be developed – See D-R-10.2.  Data would be collected for this 
plan. 

NGO-CTVA-48:  See CTVA-47. Impacts to public health and safety are 
addressed in section 4.5.2. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
49 

NGO-CTVA-49:  See response to NGO-CTVA-47. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 50 

NGO-CTVA-
 51 

NGO-CTVA-50: See responses to NGO-CTVA-1 and NGO-CTVA-25 

NGO-CTVA-51:  OHV alternatives proposed in RMP do not create de 
facto wilderness areas.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
52 

NGO-CTVA-
53 

NGO-CTVA-
54 

NGO-CTVA-52:  Access will be addressed through the Transportation 
and Travel Management Plan process. 

NGO-CTVA-53:  RMP is not proposing any areas to be designated as 
Wilderness. 

NGO-CTVA-54:  Distribution of motorized recreational opportunities 
will be addressed through the Transportation and Travel Management 
Plan process. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 55 NGO-CTVA-55:  See responses to NGO-CTVA-52 and NGO-CTVA-62 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
NGO-CTVA-

 56 

NGO-CTVA-
 57 

NGO-CTVA-56:  Visitor use, access, and distribution of motorized recre-
ational opportunities will be addressed through the Transportation and 
Travel Management Plan process. 

NGO-CTVA-57:  See response to NGO-CTVA-52. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
58 NGO-CTVA-58:  FLPMA is the congressional mandate that gives 

BLM discretionary authority granted by the Secretary to manage public 
lands.  FLPMA requires BLM to manage public lands in a manner that 
protects resources values while still providing for multiple uses.  
(FLPMA Sec. 102(8) and Sec. 103(c). 

A range of alternatives has been presented in the RMP identifying are-
as open, closed, or limited to OHV use. A separate travel management 
implementation plan would be developed following the completion of 
the RMP process. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
59 

Non-Government Organizations - 49 

NGO-CTVA-59:  See response to NGO-CTVA-1. 



  

 

  

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 60 

NGO-CTVA-60:  See response to NGO-CTVA-56. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 61 

NGO-CTVA-
 62 

NGO-CTVA-61:  See response to NGO-CTVA-52 and NGO-CTVA-
12. 

NGO-CTVA-62:  See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
NGO-CTVA-

 63 

NGO-CTVA-
 64 

NGO-CTVA-63:  See response to  NGO-CTVA-56 and NGO-CTVA-
12. 

NGO-CTVA-64: See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
65 

NGO-CTVA-
66 

NGO-CTVA-
67 

NGO-CTVA-65:  See response to NGO-CTVA-56 and NGO-CTVA-
12. 

NGO-CTVA-66:  FLPMA section 102 (8) requires BLM to manage 
public lands in a manner to protect natural and cultural values while 
providing for outdoor recreation and human occupancy. 

NGO-CTVA-67: See response to NGO-CTVA-1 and NGO-CTVA-66. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
NGO-CTVA-

 68 

NGO-CTVA-
 69 

NGO-CTVA-68:  See response to NGO-CTVA-56 and NGO-CTVA-12. 

NGO-CTVA-22-69:  Refer to response NGO-CTVA-37. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
70 

NGO-CTVA-
71 

NGO-CTVA-70: See response to NGO-CTVA-56. 

NGO-CTVA-71: Widths of designated routes would be developed as 
part of the Transportation and Travel Management Plan. Management 
within RMZs, including locations of camp areas, would be defined 
through a separate implementation planning and would include public 
involvement and a separate NEPA analysis.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA
72 

NGO-CTVA
73 

NGO-CTVA
74 

NGO-CTVA
75 

NGO-CTVA-72:  Management within RMZs, including locations of 
camp areas, would be defined through a separate implementation plan-
ning and would include public involvement and a separate NEPA analy-
sis. Management of SRMAs and RMZs are provided in Recreation table 
2-1 beginning at R-8. 

NGO-CTVA-73: FLPMA mandates that the BLM administered land be 
managed for multiple uses. 

NGO-CTVA-74:  See responses to NGO-CTVA-2 and NGO-CTVA-37 

NGO-CTVA-75:  The RMP only allows for salvage harvesting of tim-
ber. Temporary OHV closures may be necessary for public safety.  WD 
has few forest stands where this could occur. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 76 

NGO-CTVA-
 77 

NGO-CTVA-76:  Impacts to Wildlife from recreation use, including OHV 
is located in Chapter 4, section 4.2.9. 

NGO-CTVA-77: Wildlife corridors are addressed under Fish and Wild-
life – Table 2-1.  Action CA-FW 1.2.  This RMP is not proposing Wilder-
ness. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-
 78 

NGO-CTVA-
 79 

NGO-CTVA-78:  Designation of OHV routes and trails would be ad-
dressed through the Transportation and Travel Management Plan process. 

NGO-CTVA-79:  The Travel and Transportation plan will follow BLM 
guidance for consistency. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-80:  See response to NGO-CTVA-33. 

NGO-CTVA-81: See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 

NGO-CTVA-82: See response NGO-CTVA-2. 

NGO-CTVA-
80 

NGO-CTVA-
81 

NGO-CTVA-
82 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA-83 

NGO-CTVA-84 

NGO-CTVA-85 

NGO-CTVA-86 

NGO-CTVA-87 

NGO-CTVA-83: See response to NGO-CTVA-62. 

NGO-CTVA-84:  see response NGO-CTVA-2. 

NGO-CTVA-85:  See response to NGO-CTVA-25. 

NGO-CTVA-86:  See response to NGO-CTVA-56. 

NGO-CTVA-87:  Impacts associated with route closures would be ad-
dressed in the Transportation and Travel Management Plan. 
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